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Foreword

Each year a large number of written documents are generated by NCES staff and
individuals commissioned by NCES which provide preliminary analyses of survey results and
address technical, methodological, and evaluation issues. Even though they are not formally
published, these documents reflect a tremendous amount of unique expertise, knowledge, and
experience.

The Working Paper Series was created in order to preserve the information contained
in these documents and to promote the sharing of valuable work experience and knowledge.
However, these documents were prepared under different formats and did not undergo vigorous
NCES publication review and editing prior to their inclusion in the series. Consequently, we
encourage users of the series to consult the individual authors for citations.

To receive information about submitting manuscripts or obtaining copies of the series,
please contact Ruth R. Harris at (202) 219-1831 or U.S. Department of Education, Office of
Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, 555 New
Jersey Ave., N.W., Room 400, Washington, D.C. 20208-5654.

Susan Ahmed Samuel S. Peng

Chief Mathematical Statistician Director

Statistical Standards and Methodology, Training, and Customer
Services Group Service Program
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INTRODUCTION

This report addresses the issue of evaluating and measuring the quality of school teachers.
In particular, it speaks to the problem of assessing the competence, performance and effectiveness
of elementary and secondary teachers through large-scale national sample surveys. Its objective is
to provide a foundation and springboard for thinking about the conceptual and methodological
issues underlying the development of national survey measures of teacher quality. This paper will
not attempt to conceive or construct such measures or indicators themselves. Rather, it seeks to
provide background to such efforts. Its role is to review the range of contemporary thought on
assessing teacher quality and to discuss the possibilities and problems of adapting existing
methods and measures for use in large-scale surveys, such as those undertaken by the National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES) of the Office of Educational Research and Improvement
(OERI) of the U.S. Department of Education.

This report begins by outlining in more detail the kinds of issues and questions
surrounding teacher quality that need to be addressed. Part 2 then provides an interpretive and
critical review of the predominant approaches to assessing the competence, performance and
effectiveness of teachers. Part 3 offers an alternative - a sociological approach to assessment. In
this view, employee and organizational assessment are social phenomena. That is, all evaluation is
shaped by its social context, is value-laden, purposeful and is based on particular norms of
appropriate behavior. The role of research, I argue, should be to uncover the viewpoints,
interests, criteria, and values underlying and shaping any particular theory and method of
assessment, in order to illuminate its strengths and limits. Rather than seek "the one best way," or
to strive to develop "objective" or "authentic" methods of assessment, the goal of research should
be, I suggest, to help develop a range of complementary methods, representing a range of
viewpoints. Part 4 draws out some implications of these approaches for large-scale national
survey assessments of teacher quality. Finally, part 5 concludes this report by listing some
sources and examples of existing survey measures of teacher quality.



BACKGROUND

This paper addresses a larger effort by NCES, OERI and the Department of Education as
a whole, to review, evaluate and rethink the national education data and information system. Two
overview reports - A Guide to Improving the National Education Data System and Education
Counts have been devoted to this larger end. The first was produced in 1990 by the National
Education Statistics Agenda Committee (NESAC) of the National Forum on Education Statistics
- an organization, created in 1989, of a range of both government agencies and independent
associations responsible for collecting, reporting and using national educational information. The
second was produced in 1991 by the Special Study Panel on Education Indicators - a second
group, chartered in 1989 by the Department of Education.

Both the Panel and the Forum were partly developed in response to the Hawkins-Stafford
Elementary and Secondary School Improvement Amendments passed by Congress in 1988 and in
response to the context of enhanced national attention to school reform, exemplified by the
National Education Goals effort initiated by President Bush and the nation's governors in 1989.
Both the Panel and the Forum were authorized to examine the overall purposes behind national
education data collection, in general, and the role of NCES, as the key national education data
collection agency, in particular.

Both groups' reports specifically reviewed the kinds of national education data needed, the
kinds of data currently available and the gaps between the two. In respect to the latter, both
reports stressed the need to gather more and better data and information on the quality of
elementary and secondary schools in the U.S.

There has been, of course, extensive national data collected on many key indicators of
school quality, such as expenditures per pupil, the number of books in libraries, the availability of
science laboratories, and the range of services for special populations. The reports agreed these
measures are important, but both also agreed that alone these are not adequate measures of the
quality and character of schools. A key gap in the national data system, the reports concluded, is
the dearth of information on the actual processes and practices within schools.

The paucity of this latter type of school quality data stems from two sources. First, there
has been little consensus about both how to define and how to accurately measure this domain.
Second, there is little precedent for the collection of such data at the national level. Having said
that, both reports have recommended efforts be made to collect far more and far better
information on this domain.

More specifically, within the domain of school quality, both reports drew attention to the
need to define and to measure more accurately the quality of teachers. The reports provided
evidence of the growing consensus that assessment of this subdomain presents both one of the
most important and also one of the most intractable problems in the development of education
indicators.



Teacher quality is a complex phenomenon. It comprises at least two distinct elements: 1.)
teacher qualifications and 2.) teaching quality. The first refers to the innate competencies teacher
candidates biing to the job and the kinds, amounts and caliber of training these candidates do or
. do not receive prior to or during their career. The second refers to the actual caliber of the
teaching the teacher does, once on the job.

As indicated by a follow-up and third report specifically detailing the most significant gaps
in the national data system, OERI and NCES currently collect extensive data on indicators
associated with the first element of teacher quality, including the academic performance,
background, preparation, training, and certification of both new and experienced teachers
(Bobbitt, Quinn and Dabbs 1992). But, the greatest difficulty and most substantial need lies with
measuring the second element - the actual practices and behavior of teachers in classrooms.
Again, largely because there is little consensus on what it is and how best to measure it, there has
been ambivalence about efforts to collect national data on measures of teacher practices such as,
the extent to which teachers employ effective instructional and classroom techniques, and the
degree of commitment and responsibility of teachers to their work.

Although data on teacher practices are both scarce and difficult to obtain, this is a variable
of crucial importance because it may be the most important aspect of teacher quality. Whether a
teacher has high innate abilities or excellent training, ultimately, may be less important than how
well teachers actually perform in classrooms. In turn, teacher quality may be one of the most
important factors shaping the overall quality and performance of schools. And, ultimately, school
quality is undoubtedly a key factor in how well students learn, grow and perform.

The above mentioned reports drew attention to both the lack of and the importance of
data on teacher quality. The Guide, for instance, recommended that OERI fund special studies
specifically to improve the measurement of teacher competence and efforts have been initiated at
OERI and NCES to address these ongoing needs.

This paper represents one such effort. It is designed to aid the background thinking
necessary to understanding two key questions: 1.) how to define and, 2.) how to measure the
quality of teachers. Below, I begin by critically reviewing how educational researchers and school
officials have currently been attempting to answer these two questions.



APPROACHES TO TEACHER ASSESSMENT

Assessment and evaluation of how well elementary and secondary school teachers teach
has been a recurrent concern since the initial development of the nation's educational system in the
nineteenth century. School officials, education policy makers, researchers and parents have all
had a great deal of interest in both gauging and improving the quality of teachers and teaching.
This is not surprising. Elementary and secondary schooling are mandatory in the U.S. and it is
into the custody of teachers that children are legally placed for a significant portion of their lives.
Moreover, the quality of teachers and teaching are undoubtedly among the most important factors
shaping the overall achievement and growth of students.

This concern with the quality of teachers and schools, however, has seen a dramatic rise in
the past two decades. Beginning in the 1970's, the number and variety of methods to assess and
evaluate teachers - their abilities, preparation, training, and performance - has greatly expanded
(Sclan 1994). Most of these efforts have been conducted at the state, district or school levels. In
most cases, their purposes have been quite different than that behind the newer interest in national
survey assessments, such as that contemplated by OERI and NCES. Rather than designed to
provide an overall portrait of the caliber of teachers across the nation, current teacher assessment
is largely devoted to highly applied ends - teacher entry, licensure, certification, promotion,
tenure, merit pay awards, termination, and staff development - and in specific settings.

As teacher assessment has increased in importance, it has, however, become more
controversial. Indeed, research, policy and practice concerned with teacher assessment is marked
by a great deal of disagreement. This disagreement largely surrounds two key questions
underlying the assessment and evaluation of teacher quality - what is to be measured and how best
to do it (Haertel 1991; Haney et al. 1987; Millman and Darling-Hammond 1990).

As discussed below, different approaches to teacher assessment hold very different
conceptions of what the process of teaching actually involves, and hence, what are the key
characteristics of the good or effective teacher. Moreover, different approaches turn to different
methods for how to best measure these key characteristics.'

Conventional Approaches to Teacher Assessment

Until recently, the predominant approach to teacher assessment has viewed such
evaluation as an issue of employee accountability. A key factor driving this approach is the public
perception that school problems are, to an important extent, teacher problems - that is, there are
significant inadequacies in the ability, training, motivation and performance of teachers in the U.S.

'This paper has drawn on a number of good in-depth overviews of research and policy concerned with teacher assessment.
Among those I found most useful were: Dwyer and Stufflebeam 1992; Haertel 1991; Haney et al. 1987 and Kennedy 1992. In
addition, for an excellent collection of articles see the New Handbook of Teacher Evaluation, edited by Millman and Darling-
Hammond (1990).
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Moreover, there is a widespread perception that schools either cannot or will not correct these
inadequacies. In particular, schools do not seem to "weed out" incompetent teachers. The resuit,
over the past two decades, has been a growing demand for and large growth in the use of teacher
assessment to enhance the accountability of teachers as public employees (Educational Research
Service 1988; Dwyer and Stufflebeam 1992; Kirst 1990). Several methods have been used.

The first and perhaps the most traditional method of teacher assessment is classroom
observation of individual teachers, usually conducted by school administrators or supervisors.
These are usually referred to as classroom performance assessments. In this method, an evaluator
typically spends several class periods observing the teacher at work and grades him or her by
utilizing a standard checklist of appropriate teacher practices.

A second method of teacher assessment is the use of written tests or examinations
administered to teachers themselves. Unlike classroom observations, these pencil and paper tests
do not directly assess teaching performance. Rather, they are designed to measure a teacher's
basic literacy and numeracy skills, and subject matter knowledge in particular areas. The most
common is the National Teacher Examination (NTE), produced by the Educational Testing
Service (ETS). Their overall use has dramatically increased, as of the late 1980s, more than half
of the states used all or part of the National Teacher Examination in teacher assessment (OERI
1987).

A final method uses student performance to assess teacher performance. In this case, a
teacher’s performance is judged by gains in their students’ academic achievement, as measured on
standardized achievement tests. These have been used to compare the effectiveness of teachers
within or between schools or school districts.

In theory, these methods of evaluation are designed to insure that both the qualifications
and performance of teachers are at an adequate level and also to instill a general sense of
accountability in the teaching workforce, and hence improve teacher quality. As a result, these
methods of teacher assessment have gained in popularity and both policy makers and education
officials have increasingly instituted their use at the school, district and state levels (Educational
Research Service 1988; Dwyer and Stufflebeam 1992). However, despite this widespread
acceptance, there has been little, if any, evidence that these testing and classroom observation
methods have improved the quality of the teaching force (Haertel 1991; Haney et al. 1987). In
fact, all have come under criticism from a number of quarters. Critics have taken issue with both
the theory and methods of such programs. Moreover, a number of court and legal challenges to
the equity and accuracy of these assessment methods have clouded the legality of school officials'
use of them for teachers’ employment and promotion decisions (Haertel 1991).

One set of criticisms surrounds the conception and definition of the teaching processes
underlying these methods of assessment. All the above-described methods - classroom
observations, teacher examinations, and student performance measures - have been criticized for
subscribing to both a narrow and a shallow view of what the work of teaching entails and, hence,



what constitutes effective teaching.

Teacher exams, on the one hand, focus on the “what” of teaching - academic subject
knowledge. They usually include only a small number of items devoted to the “how” of teaching -
pedagogical knowledge and skills. While most agree that having basic subject knowledge is an
important prerequisite to effective teaching, critics have argued this is certainly not a sufficient
indication of the range of knowledge and skills needed to instruct and manage groups of children
(e.g. Darling-Hammond 1986). Hence, many have concluded that teacher exams do not actually
measure a teacher's ability to teach (Madaus and Pullin 1987).

The checklists, commonly used in classroom performance assessments, on the other hand,
focus almost exclusively on pedagogical skills, as opposed to subject knowledge. These
instruments are designed to measure practices and attitudes thought to be associated with
effective teaching, such as, eye contact, enthusiasm, time on task, and avoidance of negative
reinforcement. But, in this case, critics have argued that many of the variables measured on
checklists are trivial and superficial. They hold that such checklists do not capture many of the
most crucial and sophisticated aspects of teaching, such as ability to interact with parents, test
construction, grading criteria, lesson planning, managing classrooms, ability to communicate, and
knowledge of the needs and capacities of different age levels of children. The result, according to
the critics, is that classroom performance assessments often focus on teaching style, rather than
substance (Shulman 1986; Haertel 1991; Stodolsky 1984; Murnane and Raizen 1988).

Moreover, critics have held that in classroom observations, school administrators typically
utilize standardized pre-made observation forms that, in effect, allow evaluators to bypass the
time consuming, but all important, preliminary task of clarifying what are effective teaching
practices in their schools. Critics term this the "law of the instrument"” - the criteria of effective
teaching are, by default, those underlying the most convenient and available measurement
instruments (Dwyer and Stufflebeam 1992).

The use of student achievement test score gains to assess teachers has also been criticized
for the conception of teaching and learning such tests assume. Standardized student achievement
tests assess minimum levels of student competence, overlook non-academic aspects of student
learning and are limited to the kinds of knowledge that can be captured with multiple-choice
formats. Critics have pointed out that effective teaching includes a far wider range of skills than
simply teaching what is measured on such tests (Dwyer and Stufflebeam 1992; Scriven 1991,
Mumane and Raizen 1988).

Moreover, all three assessment methods have also been criticized for underestimating
differences in the knowledge and skills required to teach different subjects and grade levels. For
instance, the performance checklists, typically used in observational methods, assume a core of
knowledge generic to all teachers, to all subjects and to all grade levels. These overlook, critics
claim, the enormous differences in the knowledge of students, of subject matter and of teaching
methods required by teachers at different grade levels (Madus and Pullin 1987, Stodolsky 1984,
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Darling-Hammond 1986; Shulman 1986).

Along with the breadth and depth of the conception of teaching underlying conventional
forms of assessment, a second set of criticisms surrounds the quality and accuracy of the methods
themselves. Numerous analysts have argued that conventional assessment methods suffer from
serious problems of accuracy.

For instance, the use of student achievement test score gains to assess teachers has been
severely criticized for the inability to separate out the portion of student achievement gains that
are actually attributable to specific teachers. There are numerous other factors that could also
effect student achievement, such as home background, student personality, attendance, school
resources, the peer group, community attitudes and the socio-economic status of the students’
families. Assessments that do not control for all these other potential factors may hold teachers
accountable for things they are unable to influence and, hence, for results not of their own making
(Millman 1981; Berk 1988; Dwyer and Stufflebeam 1992).

In addition, school administrators charged with evaluating teachers with classroom
performance checklists often have no training in evaluation, may know little of the particular
subject being taught, and may face a natural conflict of interest between finding fault with a
teacher and developing communication with a future colleague. Possibly for these reasons,
teachers' performance assessments have been found to lack variability, many administrators simply
give most teachers good evaluations (Medley and Coker 1987; Choy et al. 1993, p. 104).

In sum, as these methods of teacher assessment have become more popular in recent
years, they have been subject to an array of serious criticisms on both conceptual and
methodological grounds. Critics assert that the most common teacher assessment methods are
based on overly simplistic prescriptions for effective teaching; that is, they focus on knowledge
and skills that may not be necessary for effective teaching and they omit many of the critical and
the most important aspects of teachers' work. Moreover, critics have also charged that many of
these instruments do not produce accurate measures; that is, they do not measure what they are
supposed to measure with an adequate degree of consistency.

New Approaches to Teacher Assessment

Although the above criticisms of conventional teacher assessment methods take a number
of forms and come from a number of different quarters, there is a common theme running through
much of the debate. Underlying the resistance to the conventional modes of teacher assessment is
the notion that the road to improvements in teacher quality will not come through increasing the
scrutiny and accountability of teachers. There is a growing consensus among educators,
researchers and policy makers, that if teaching is to be improved, an entirely different approach to
assessment must be developed. In this view, rather than subjecting teachers to greater control,
scrutiny and accountability, the objective of assessment should be to foster the ongoing personal
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and professional growth and development of teachers. Moreover, in this view, rather than
something imposed on teachers, assessment must be something in which teachers have a hand in
creating, administering and using.

This newer view of teacher assessment is bound up with a larger movement in the realm of
education reform that has dramatically grown since the mid 1980's - teacher professionalization.
There has been a growing consensus among education reformers, policymakers and researchers
that many of the well-publicized shortcomings of the elementary and secondary education system
in the U.S. are, to an important extent, due to inadequacies in the working conditions, resources
and support afforded to school teachers. Proponents of this view have argued, for example, that
teachers are underpaid, have too little say in the operation of schools, have too few opportunities
to improve their teaching skills, suffer from a lack of support or assistance and are not adequately
rewarded or recognized for their efforts. The key to improving the quality of schools, these
critics hold, lies in upgrading the status, training and working conditions of teaching, that is, in
furthering the professionalization of teachers and teaching. The rationale underlying this view is
that upgrading the teaching occupation will lead to improvements in the motivation and efficacy
of teachers, which, in turn, will lead to improvements in teachers’ performance, which will
ultimately lead to improvements in student learning.”

One of the primary targets of the teacher professionalization movement has been the need
for new forms of teacher assessment. In this view, assessment must be built on a more
sophisticated conception of what the work of teachers entails and what constitutes effective
teaching. In turn, more authentic methods of evaluation must be developed that can accurately
assess the complex and sophisticated skills held by effective teachers (Haertel 1991, Haney et al.
1987, Millman and Darling-Hammond 1990).

Advocates of new assessment methods argue that conventional approaches subscribe to an
outdated model of teaching and learning. To such critics, underlying conventional assessment
methods is an overly simplistic conception of the work of teachers. In the conventional
conception, the teacher is akin to a trained technician who is responsible for implementing
appropriate instructional practices that have been designed by administrators and specialists. In
this view, the key objectives of teacher assessment are to insure that minimum standards
concerning ability and training are met and to monitor to what extent teachers do, in fact, enact
appropniate practices (Darling-Hammond 1986).

The newer thinking on teacher assessment advocates the use of a fundamentally different
conception of what teaching entails and what constitutes effective teaching. In this view, effective
teaching is a far more complex, specialized and broader set of processes than as conceived by
conventional models and conventional assessment methods. Rather than viewing teaching as a

? Representative examples of the literature on teacher professionalization include: Camegie Forum 1986; Corcoran, Walker
and White 1988; Rosenholtz 1989; Johnson 1990; Shedd and Bacharach 1991; Darling-Hammond 1984; Weis et al. 1989;
Sergiovanni and Moore 1989; Conley and Cooper 1991.



matter of implementing prescribed procedures, critics argue that teaching involves the ongoing
use of judgement in the planning, conception, implementation, assessment and revision of
effective teaching practices. Teachers must analyze the needs of their students, assess the
resources available, take account of the goals of the school, district and parents and then devise
appropriate curricular programs. The model of the teacher underlying this view is that of the
highly trained, highly skilled professional (Darling-Hammond 1986).

Since the mid 1980's there have been a number of ongoing projects concerned with
spelling out in more detail this newer understanding and conception of what teaching actually
entails and devising alternative sets of methods by which to assess it.

One of the most important efforts to begin to develop alternative forms of teacher
assessment is the work of the Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation. This
group is composed of representatives from the domains of both practice and research and from a
number of leading educational organizations. The latter include the American Educational
Research Association, the American Psychological Association, the National Education
Association, the American Federation of Teachers, the American Association of School
Administrators and the National School Boards Association.

The role of this group has been to develop standards and guidelines defining what a
professional model of teacher evaluation should be. Although its constituent groups have a
history of strong disagreement over such issues, the committee was able to reach consensus on
what constitutes sound assessment, culminating in the 1988 manual, The Personnel Evaluation

Standards.

Another important initiative in this direction was the creation by the Carnegie Task Force
of a National Board for Professional Teaching Standards. The task of the NBPTS is to oversee
and provide leadership in the development of new definitions and methods of teacher assessment,
licensure and certification. Like the Joint Committee, the Board includes practicing teachers and
representatives of teachers' organizations. In 1989 the NBPTS' initial efforts culminated in a
position paper, Toward High and Rigorous Standards for the Teaching Profession, designed to
summarize a more complex, more specialized and more demanding view of what teachers should
know and be able to do.?

NBPTS' Ideals of Professional Teaching

1. Commitment to Students

? Information about the NBPTS may be obtained from the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, 1320 18th
St. NW, Suite 401, Washington, D.C. 20036.
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2. Subject Knowledge and Pedagogical Knowledge
3. Student Management and Monitoring Skills

4. Self Growth and Reflection

5. Professional Membership in School Community

The ideals elaborated in the NBPTS paper go far beyond the domains of knowledge, skills
and attitudes that are typically targeted in conventional methods of teacher assessment. They
emphasize the importance of professional judgement and commitment and the role of continuous
learning on the part of teachers. Moreover, they suggest the depth, breadth and complexity of the
knowledge and skills that effective teachers must possess.

Beyond the general guidelines and standards outlined by the Board and the Committee, a
number of related projects have been concerned with elaborating, in more detail, these newer
conceptualizations of what constitutes effective teaching.

Among the most prominent of these projects is the work of Lee Shulman and the Teacher
Assessment Project (TAP) at Stanford University. This project has been funded by the Carnegie
Foundation and has been closely linked with the NBPTS.*

Shulman's object has been to delineate and formalize the "knowledge base" - the particular
knowledge and skills - that exemplary teaching requires. His view is that teacher knowledge is a
distinct canon that, as of yet, is little understood and even less codified. Contrary to much
thinking, this knowledge base is far more sophisticated and complex than the everyday wisdom
common to us all by virtue of having once been a student. It "incorporates but is distinct from the
general norms of civility, from the general ethics of childrearing, from the disciplines that are dealt
with as subject matters in the school curriculum and from the social sciences employed in
educational research and practice” (Shulman and Sykes 1986, pp.i-ii).

Shulman’s Knowledge Base Categories

1. General Liberal Education

2. Subject Knowledge

3. Knowledge of Pedagogical Principles
4. Pedagogical Content Knowledge

5. Understanding of Student Diversity

4 Materials from TAP may be obtained from the Teacher Assessment Project, School of Education, Stanford University,
Stanford, CA 94305 ‘
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6. Knowledge of Curricular Materials
7. Performance and Communication Skills
8. Knowledge of Educational Context and Foundations

The most central and distinctive category within this corpus of knowledge is what
Shulman calls "pedagogical content knowledge." This is the core of what teachers must learn and
use to teach well; it lies at the interface of subject knowledge, of teaching skills and of knowledge
of learners. It involves knowing what works with particular kinds of students to transmit
particular kinds of learning in particular kinds of settings.

Another prominent set of efforts to develop new ideas and methods of teacher assessment
have come from the Center for Research on Educational Accountability and Teacher Evaluation
(CREATE) at Western Michigan University, a national research and development center funded
in 1990 by the Office of Research of OERI. CREATE is conducting research on existing forms of
teacher assessment in an effort to develop new criteria, procedures and tools that could be used in
teacher assessment.’

In pursuit of these efforts, CREATE, in collaboration with NCES, conducted a Fast
Response Survey (FRSS) in 1993-94 to assess existing patterns of teacher assessment in public
elementary schools across the country. This survey was designed to collect information on the
extent and forms of prevailing methods of teacher assessment and to ascertain teachers' views of
what is and should be assessed and how assessments should be used.

Among the most influential work to come out of CREATE is Michael Scriven's efforts to
conceptualize the requirements of effective teaching (1991). As opposed to the highly cognitive
model developed by Shulman, Scriven's "duties-based" approach is far more behavioral and
performance oriented. His alternative is quite simple and also quite comprehensive. He has
developed a list of the implicit duties of the teaching job, that is, what constitutes a description of
what teachers are actually responsible for knowing and doing as providers of services to parents
and students.

Scriven’s Outline of Duties of the Teachers

1. Knowledge of Subject Matter
a. In the fields of special competence

$ Materials from CREATE may be obtained from the Center for Research on Educational Accountability and Teacher
Evaluation, Western Michigan University, Kalamazoo, MI 49008.
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b. In across-the-curriculum subjects

® 2. Instructional Skills
a. Communication Skills
b. Management Skills
i. Management of process
ii. Management of progress
® ili. Management of emergencies
c. Course Construction and Improvement Skills
i. Course planning
ii. Selection and creation of materials
iii. Use of available resources
® iv. Evaluation of course, teaching, materials and curriculum

3. Assessment Skills

a. Knowledge about student assessment

b. Test construction/administration skills

c. Grading/ranking/scoring practice
i. Process
ii. Results

d. Reporting student achievement
i. Knowledge about reporting achievement
ii. Reporting practice

4. Professionalism
a. Professional Ethics
b. Professional Attitude
c. Professional Development
d. Service to the Profession
i. knowledge about the profession
ii. helping beginners and peers
iii. work for professional organizations
iv. research on teaching
» e. Knowledge of duties
f. Knowledge of the school and its context

5. Other Services to the School

Scriven's model is specifically designed as an alternative to assessment tools that focus on
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teaching style, such as the checklists commonly used in conventional classroom performance
assessments, and also as an alternative to the more cognitive-oriented tools, such as the teacher
exams. )

These newer conceptualizations of teaching practice and teachers' work now being
developed by researchers such as Shulman and Scriven have, in turn, created a demand for new
methods of teacher assessment. As a result, there have also been a number of efforts to revise
and upgrade conventional methods, such as teacher tests and use of student achievement scores,
in order to take account of some of the more trenchant criticisms raised and also to take
advantage of newer conceptualizations of the teaching role and knowledge base.

The leading example of the new generation of teacher examinations is the Praxis Series:
Professional Assessments for Beginning Teachers currently being developed by ETS as a
replacement for the NTE. Praxis is composed of three stages. The first is a computerized test of
basic literacy and numeracy skills. The second is a paper and pencil test of subject matter
knowledge and general pedagogical principles. The third is an observational assessment of
classroom teaching performance. At this point Praxis is solely used for licensure of beginning
teachers.®

In addition, a number of efforts are underway to address problems with the use of student
performance in the evaluation of teacher performance. One of the most promising of these efforts
is the work of William Sanders, a statistician at the University of Tennessee. Sanders and his
associates have been working on methods of isolating the effects of schools and teachers on the
achievement gains of students in the Tennessee state-wide student testing program. This
approach attempts to control for the impact of student background characteristics on achievement
- an ubiquitous problem - by comparing each student's deflection from their own longitudinal
growth curve. Moreover, this approach also attempts to address the problem of teachers teaching
to the test by the use of new tests each year (McLean and Sanders 1984; Sanders and Horn
1993).7

However, in addition to efforts to revise and improve conventional assessment methods,
many have argued that broader, more complex, more specialized definitions of what teaching
entails necessarily require new evaluation instruments that are able to capture these concepts.
Much effort is being devoted to both uncovering the “true” nature of effective teaching and also
finding more "authentic" means of assessing the characteristics of superior teaching. Currently,
several new methodologies are being tested by a number of groups including NBPTS, CREATE
and TAP.

Among the most prominent of the new methods of teacher assessment under

¢ Copies of the Praxis Series may be obtained from Educational Testing Service, Rosedale Rd., 02-Z, Princeton, NJ 08541.

7 Materials on the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System can be obtained from: William Sanders, Statistical and
Computing Services, P.O. Box 1071, University of Tennessee, Knoxville, TN 37901
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experimentation are the use of peer and self evaluations. The latter method, in particular, borrows
from the approach to assessment commonly used in higher education. The rationale is that
teachers, like other professionals, ought to police their own ranks. In one version, teachers create
a portfolio, such as that used in tenure reviews at colleges and universities, which presents
evidence of the teacher’s accomplishments and performance. In another version of this approach,
a team of peers observes a beginning teacher in the classroom in order to make promotional and
other decisions.

A second method under development is the use of assessment development laboratories
(ADLs) for teacher evaluation. Several prototype centers have been established by the NBPTS.
The objective of the assessment labs is to use a variety of intensive evaluation exercises for the
national recognition and certification of outstanding experienced teachers. In this model, senior-
level teachers spend from one to three days undergoing evaluation at a center. Among the
evaluation activities that could be used are lesson planning exercises, videotaped teaching
performances, exercises in which teachers evaluate and critique textbooks, exercises in which
teachers demonstrate the use of curriculum materials, and written examinations requiring
extended essay-type answers.

These newer teacher assessment methods are currently under development or are being
tested in small numbers of schools and districts. As a result, these newer methods are only
beginning to be assessed. In particular, issues of validity and reliability are yet to be addressed. It
is becoming clear, however, that these methods may be less amenable to standardization and,
hence, more time consuming and expensive to administer than some conventional techniques.
Other than acknowledgment of these kinds of concerns, there has, as of yet been little attempt to
explore the strengths and weaknesses of this newer methods of assessment. The following section
suggests some of the kinds of limits that these newer methods must overcome.

One of the central problems confronting assessment is how to account for the effect of the
social context on teacher performance. That is, the quality and performance of teachers cannot be
understood, nor evaluated, in isolation from the quality and performance of schools. Laboratory
methods of assessment, such as those pioneered by the National Board for Professional Teaching
Standards, are designed to clearly scrutinize specific skills and abilities of teachers. In this
approach, teachers are removed from the real world of the classroom in schools and assessed in
the artificial world of the lab. The strength of such experimental methods is that they allow
assessors to view how well teachers perform normal activities - conceive lesson plans, use
curriculum materials or present model lessons - in the absence of distractions.

But the distractions screened out of the laboratory setting may, in fact, be very pertinent
factors shaping real-life teacher performance. Indeed, some teachers who perform well in the
laboratory may not be able to perform well in particular classrooms. Laboratory methods of
assessment do not really control, but rather ignore, the effects of social context on teacher quality.
As a result, by not viewing teachers under actual classroom conditions, such methods may
provide one-sided assessments of actual teacher quality. Moreover, by striving to maximize the
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professional growth of outstanding teachers, such assessment methods ignore the central objective
behind conventional approaches - to insure the accountability of all those in the nation’s
classrooms.”

On the other hand, the other major example of newer methods - peer and self evaluations -
are better able to account for the effects of social context. In fact, the strength of such methods is
that they allow teachers to evaluate themselves in reference to standards that reflect the realities
of the school context. The assumption underlying these methods is that those that actually do the
job are in the best position to judge how well it could be and actually is done. The standard of
comparison and, hence evaluation, is the performance of other teachers in the same or similar
schools. Teachers assessed are not expected to perform any better than those that assess them -
their peers.

By maximizing teacher involvement in assessment, self and peer evaluations may,
however, minimize the involvement of others. It is for this reason that peer assessment methods
used in higher education have been under attack in recent years. Critics have charged that
universities are too research-oriented and not concerned enough with teaching or with the needs
of students. One common criticism, for example, is that hiring and promotion decisions are
dominated by a faculty member’s research and publication performance and that teaching
performance counts for little (e.g. Smith 1990). Hence, by placing evaluation in the hands of
practitioners, such methods may provide one-sided assessments of actual teacher quality -
favoring professional development and neglecting accountability, especially to student clients.

Given these limitations to the newer genre of methods, is the problem of teacher
assessment intractable? Are the requirements of accountability methods simply not the same as
those of employee development methods? Is it not possible to both hold teachers accountable and
also foster their personal and professional growth? Or, are these purposes irreconcilable and
mutually exclusive? There is, in fact, a large body of research rarely read or referenced by
educational analysts that speaks to this very problem and debate.
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A SOCIOLOGICAL APPROACH TO TEACHER ASSESSMENT

The problem of assessing teacher quality is really a subset of the larger issue of evaluation
common to all organizations and workplaces. How does one fairly and accurately evaluate and
assess employees or members in any setting? This issue has long been a central topic of study for
those working in the field of the sociology of work and organizations.

Schools, of course, present an especially troublesome and important variant of the
employee assessment problem for social scientists. Unlike the productive and technical sectors of
the economy, the means and ends of teachers' work are highly ambiguous. In schools, the
"production process” involves individuals working, not with raw materials or objects, but with
other individuals (Bidwell 1965; Lortie 1975). Assessment is made difficult because there is no
clear definition of what the final "product” is or should be and what is the best "technology” to
achieve it. These dilemmas are, however, not unique to schools. Much of the service and public
sectors (e.g. hospitals, municipal government, social work, etc.) face the same set of difficulties in
employee and organizational assessment. In interactional work of all kinds, evaluation is
particularly ambiguous. But, although the degree of difficulty and ambiguity may vary, all
settings, organizations and workplaces must confront similar issues when it comes to employee
evaluation and assessment (Scott 1987; Kanter 1981).

Within the field of the sociology of work and organizations, all employee and
organizational assessment is inherently a normative and social activity, whether those assessed are
teachers, social workers, auto plant workers, engineers or senior managers. The effort to
determine what is effective performance is never value-free and, whether intended or not, involves
a series of highly value-laden choices among numerous possible alternatives. Sociologists of
work and organizations have insightfully delineated the range of these decisions and choices that
must be confronted in employee assessment and the kinds of values and interests each choice
represents. These researchers have effectively shown how different methods of assessment reflect
different sets of choices concerning such categories as: the purpose of the evaluation; the domain
of focus; the level of analysis; the criteria of evaluation; the type of data or information collected
and used; and the viewpoint adopted. It is these different sets of choices that distinguish
competing methods of assessment. These choices are not usually made explicit nor examined, but
they are highly consequential. That is, most assessments are influenced substantially by sets of
unquestioned premises.®

The list below illustrates some of the choices available to and made by the different
approaches to teacher assessment. Undoubtedly there are others. The central point here is that
teacher assessments are faced with a multiplicity of such options and that any one method or
approach can only adopt a subset of those necessary for adequate assessment. This list can be
used as a tool to establish these limits, that is to evaluate evaluations. It can be used to identify

& Representative examples of this literature include: Nord 1983. Perrow 1977; Kimberly 1983; Kanter 1981; Cameron and
Whetten 1983; Goodman 1977, Zammuto 1982; Scott 1987, Pp. 319-338.
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those choices any given method emphasizes and, hence, those choices each de-emphasizes. In this
way, the strengths and weaknesses of a method can be elucidated.

Choices in Teacher Assessment

1. Approach
Accountability
Professional Development

2. Information Collection Technique
Survey Questionnaire
Classroom Observation Checklists
Teacher Examinations
Student Examinations
Teacher Interviews
Teacher Portfolios
Experiment

3. Specific Objective
Teacher Entry
Teacher Certification/Licensure
Teacher Promotion and Tenure
Teacher Termination
Teacher Self Development and Growth

4. Level or Unit
Teacher
School
District
State
Nation

5. Viewpoint
Self
Peer
Client
Administrator

6. Standard or Ideal
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Skilled Craftsperson
Trained Technician
Efficient Manager
Autonomous Professional

7. Domain
Teacher Ability
Teacher Training/Preparation
Teacher Performance
Student Performance
Teacher Professionalism
School Working Conditions

That decisions concerning what and how to assess are both value-laden and consequential
is aptly illustrated by comparing the choices adopted by those advocating greater teacher
accountability versus those advocating greater teacher professionalization.

To many advocates of increased teacher accountability, school problems are, to an
important extent, a result of inadequacies in the classroom performance of teachers. Teachers are
held responsible and this is reflected in the kinds of assessment choices made. The target of
scrutiny and ultimately, blame, is typically the ability, the training or the motivation of individual
teachers. From this viewpoint, there is a need to increase the application and impact of
conventional assessment methods, such as classroom observations and the use of student test
gains. It logically follows that adherents of this approach look to improving schools by improving
teachers, through one of any number of possible prescriptions - more rigorous entry exams,
teaching workshops, remediation, merit pay or termination.

Many advocates of teacher professionalization, on the other hand, begin with a different
set of assumptions. To this perspective, school problems are, to an important extent, a result of
inadequacies in the school itself and the surrounding environment. In this view, focusing solely on
the teacher ignores the social context within which teachers work and unfairly holds teachers
responsible for problems not of their making. Inadequacies in teachers' performance may actually
be symptoms of a host of other deeper causes such as, lack of time to prepare instructional
lessons, mismatches between what teachers were trained to teach and what they have been
assigned to teach, disruptive conditions related to problems with student misbehavior, lack of
adequate teaching and classroom resources, or overly strenuous course load assignments for
teachers. Adherents of this approach tend to favor assessments that are either controlled by
teachers themselves (e.g. portfolios, peer observations) or that separate assessment from context
(e.g. assessment labs). Finally, in contrast to the accountability approach, this alternative tends to
offer a set of antidotes and prescriptions centered around improving the school and its
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organization and management.

While each of these approaches to assessment shares the same overall goal - to improve
education - each tends to favor different strategies, different foci, different levels of analysis and
different viewpoints. It is important to identify the choices made, and hence, the choices not
made, by any particular approach to assessment because these such choices make a difference. At
the heart of assessments are judgments, whether implicit or explicit. These judgements are
consequential; they assign responsibility and, ultimately, credit or blame.

Moreover, in truth, both approaches are probably partially correct, but neither is likely
sufficient alone. Both employee accountability and employee development are important needs.
The performance of individual teachers and of the schools in which they work are important.
Assessments of teachers, schools, districts and states all require placement in the larger
surrounding social context for comparisons to be meaningful. Finally, the viewpoints of individual
teachers, faculties, and administrators are all potentially biased, but all also potentially important
sources of information on how well teachers and schools work.

There is a growing consensus among sociologists of work and organizations that the goal
of finding the "one best way" - the "authentic objective" measure of quality in any given setting or
occupation - is misplaced. In this view, all assessment methods can potentially offer valuable
information, but each one is also limited and partial. From a sociological viewpoint, the role of
assessors should be to, first, make explicit the underlying, and usually implicit, choices and,
second, to elucidate the strengths and weaknesses inherent in each choice. Armed with some
awareness of the limits of each, the role of those charged with employee assessment should be to
develop and utilize multiple measures and multiple methods to be used in conjunction with one
another.
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IMPLICATIONS FOR NATIONAL ASSESSMENTS

In the following section I will try to draw out the implications of the above-described
approaches to the theory and methods of teacher assessment for the development of national
large-scale sample surveys of teacher quality. Are any of the ideas and methods currently utilized
or being developed, adaptable for use in the kinds of studies NCES? What are the implications of
the current approaches and of the sociological view for national assessments? First, however, it is
necessary to briefly review the purpose of national education data collection.

The role of national surveys, such as those undertaken by NCES, are distinctly different
than that underlying most of the above-described activity surrounding teacher assessment. By
definition, national survey assessments are less directly applied. They are not designed to either
evaluate or develop the skills and performance of individual teachers or of school staffs. They are
not designed to directly inform hiring, promotion or dismissal decisions. Indeed, sample surveys
typically take great pains to mask the identities of individual teachers, administrators, schools and
districts. Moreover, responding to survey questionnaires is ostensibly voluntary and, hence,
anything suggesting control, evaluation or accountability could face problems of low response
rates and high levels of respondent bias.

To be sure, underlying national survey assessments is the same general motive - to
improve the quality of teaching and education - and the results of these efforts could and do speak
to issues of both accountability and professional development. But, the role of large-scale surveys
is in some sense even more fundamental.

In order to improve education, teaching must be improved. But, in order to improve the
quality of teaching, it is necessary to first ascertain and understand how and why the teaching
workforce is performing as it is. It is the production, description and explanation of these facts
that is the task of large-scale surveys. By definition, surveys are equipped to provide the "big
picture" either as cross-sectional "snapshots" or as longitudinal trends.

Given NCES' role, the usefulness of many of the above-described methods of assessment,
especially the newer genre, is probably limited. The new professional development approach has
fostered a distinct trend towards more labor-intensive, open-ended, and individualized methods of
assessment, such as the use of portfolios, laboratories and peer assessment teams. These
methods, of course, are not readily adaptable for use in large-scale surveys. On the other hand, as
we have seen, there is abundant criticism of many of the conventional methods based on
standardized, questionnaire formats (e.g. teacher examinations) - formats that are more readily
adaptable for use in large-scale surveys.

NCES is, of course, capable of using observational, intensive, naturalistic, laboratory or
field methodologies for data collection. But, the strength of such an agency lies in its ability to
conduct large-scale, highly comprehensive, technically sophisticated, nationally representative
studies. Few other organizations have the resources, capabilities and experience to produce such
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data.

That this focus is a strength and not a liability is widely recognized, as the discussion at the
beginning of this report attests. Nationally representative survey data are necessary to both
delineate and explain overall patterns of teacher quality. Moreover, statistical analysis of data on
a broad range and large number of school sites is necessary to establish appropriate and
generalizable measures of levels of particular teacher characteristics and to pinpoint, with
confidence, the determinants and consequences of these levels.

Thus, given the role and strengths of NCES, is the problem of large-scale survey
assessment of teachers intractable? Is it simply not possible to measure something as “subjective"
as effective teaching with the use of "objective" instruments?

The view that I offer here is that large-scale national survey assessments of teacher quality
are quite possible. Rather than view different approaches and methods to assessment as
competitors, different measures could be viewed as complementary partners.

More specifically, NCES could use survey questionnaires to collect data on a number of
domains of activity in schools, from a number of different groups, representing a number of
different viewpoints, and couched or analyzed at different levels. Large-scale surveys can provide
valuable information on how and why the teaching workforce is performing as it is; it could seek
information both on how accountable and how professionalized teacher and schools are by
developing, testing, refining and analyzing a range of different measures of teacher quality.
Moreover, although this information would not be collected explicitly for applied purposes, such
as licensure and promotion, it could be designed to aid practitioners in the development of
multiple methods, measures and instruments for more applied assessments at the local level.

The role of such NCES research could be to explore the properties, assess the limitations
and study the interrelationships of a wide range of methods and measures. Rather than embark on
an endless search for the one best measure, the goal could be to develop and utilize a
comprehensive set of multiple measures and methods to be used in conjunction with one another.

Such a multiple-method strategy would first require an examination of a range of measures

that used together would cover as many of the options suggested in the pervious list of choices as
possible - the subject of the following section.
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SOURCES OF SURVEY MEASURES OF TEACHER QUALITY

In this final section I will briefly summarize some examples of measures of teacher quality
that have been designed for use in large-scale sample survey questionnaires. These measures can
provide a useful starting point in future efforts to develop a comprehensive approach to the
assessment of teachers through surveys. Together, they effectively cover many of the key
domains, levels of analysis and viewpoints, discussed above. In particular, I will focus on possible
measures of the actual performance of teachers, as opposed to measures of teacher ability and
training. Some of these survey measures and questions are already in use by NCES or other
organizations concerned with large-scale educational studies, while others are being developed by
various educational research organizations.

Self Assessment

Survey questionnaires designed for teacher respondents can either assess teacher
performance indirectly, by asking questions of aspects of the teachers' performance, such as
practices, efforts and behavior, in order to make inferences, or directly by asking the teacher to
simply evaluate themselves.

NCES' National Educational Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88) currently collects
data from teachers on a number of aspects of their actual instructional practices. These include:
teaching strategies and techniques, time allocation, and perceived efficacy. The teacher
component of NELS:88 is not, however, nationally representative; the teacher sample is based on
a national sample of 8th grade students.

Among the most promising new efforts to develop better measures of effective teaching
practices for use in surveys is the Third International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS).
As part of the background to this upcoming study, the Survey of Mathematics and Science
Opportunities Project (SMSO) at Michigan State University has been developing new sets of
measures of mathematics and science teaching processes and practices. This project has
attempted to incorporate much of the newer thinking on what constitutes good teaching practice
into the measures. The range of aspects of teaching practice for which indicators are being
developed is impressive: lesson structure, textbook usage, student evaluation, materials use,
teacher student interaction, homework practices, classroom management, student grouping within
classrooms, teacher knowledge of curriculum policies and regulations.’

Besides actual practices, another set of important aspects of performance are teacher
commitment and motivation. Both NCES' Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) and The

Condition of Teaching: A State by State Analysis, a survey of public school teachers conducted

% Research Reports from the SMSO (Survey of Mathematics and Science Opportunities Project) can be obtained from
William Schmidt, U.S. National Research Center, TIMSS, 115 Erikson Hall, East Lansing, MI 48824-1034.
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by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, both in 1988 and 1990, include
questions on the degree of effort and time teachers spend on their jobs per week - possible
indicators of commitment. Another highly creative measure of teacher commitment - a question
asking teachers how much of their own money they spend per year on supplies to support
classroom activities - was used in the 1992 Carnegie survey. Such a measure explores the extent
to which teachers assume individual responsibility in the face of inadequate support.

Both the Metropolitan Life Survey of the American Teacher (MLS) and the National
Survey of Science and Mathematics Education (NSSME) provide examples of direct measures of
self assessment. The MLS is a series of annual national telephone surveys of public school
teachers conducted by Harris Associates since 1984.'° The NSSME is a study of science and
mathematics educational practices in the U.S. conducted by the research Triangle Institute with
support from the National Science Foundation in 1985 and 1993."

In the 1991 MLS survey, and the 1985 NSSME teachers were asked to evaluate various
aspects of their own qualifications to teach. Questions include: are you teaching courses for
which you do not feel adequately qualified?; has your training prepared you to teach students
from a variety of ethnic backgrounds?

Administrator and Peer Assessment

Faculty performance as a whole can be assessed by asking either a sample of teachers or
an administrator from each school to evaluate overall faculty practice, behavior and effort.

The MLS surveys have collected extensive data on teachers’ perceptions of school and
faculty quality. These have included questions asking teachers to evaluate: the overall quality of
education in the school; the dedication of fellow teachers; how well teachers are doing in the
school; the quality of new teachers; the qualifications and competence of teachers in the school;
the degree to which most teachers seem to care about their students; the success of the school in
preparing students for education beyond high school and for jobs; the respondent's experience
working with other teachers in the school

The NSSME surveys have collected data on both principals’ and teachers' perceptions of
faculty quality. These have included questions asking respondents to evaluate: the preparation
level of the science and mathematics teachers; the articulation of instruction across grade levels;
school and teacher quality; the proportion of the faculty they consider competent and those not
adequately prepared to teach.

19 Reports from the Metropolitan Life Survey of the American Teacher are available from Metlife: The American Teacher
Survey, P.O. Box 807, Madison Square Station, New York, N.Y. 10159-0807.

I Materials concerned with the NSSME (National Survey of Science and Mathematics Education) may be obtained from
Iris Weiss, Horizon Research, Inc., 111 Cloister Court, Suite 220, Chapel Hill, NC 27514.
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The SASS asks both teachers and administrators to indicate whether teacher absenteeism
is a problem at their school - a possible indicator of commitment.

Another example of assessment of faculty as a whole comes from the School Assessment

Survey developed by Research for Better Schools (RBS), a federally mandated and funded
educational research laboratory for the Mid-Atlantic region. In several waves throughout the
1980's, this survey gathered a wide range of information on the characteristics of public schools

® that voluntarily participated in the laboratory's research and consultation programs. Of interest is
the inclusion of an unusually large number of questionnaire items on faculty attitudes, behavior
and professionalism. Examples include, to what extent: the faculty display a sense of pride in their
school; are committed to doing the best job; press students to work at higher levels; work
cooperatively;, maintain an interest in improving the school; try new methods in their teaching;

> take ?,zn interest in the social and emotional problems of their students; and do textbook teaching
only.

School working conditions can be assessed by asking either a sample of teachers or an
administrator from each school to evaluate conditions. Numerous surveys have examples of such

measures.
® es
SASS, for instance, contains information on a host of issues concerning how
professionalized both teachers and schools are. These include measures of teacher:
> 1. preparation - ability, education, training and background of teachers
2. recruitment - hiring requirements for teacher candidates
3. induction - entry, apprenticeship and mentoring programs for new teachers
4. utilization - assignment to service chores, and to out-of-field teaching
5. compensation - salary levels
6. resources - classizes, equipment, preparation time, aides
> 7. decision-making participation
8. personal and professional development opportunities
D
D
12 Materials concerned with the School Assessment Survey may be obtained from Research for Better Schools, 444 N. 3rd
St., Philadelphia, PA 19123,
D
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CONCLUSION

The foregoing section has touched upon a sample of the kinds of survey questions on
teacher quality and performance that currently exist. It provides a starting point in the
development of a comprehensive set of survey measures of teacher quality. This report suggests
that such an effort would need to take account of the multiple domains, levels, and viewpoints
described in this report and brought to attention by the current approaches to teacher assessment.
The next step in such an effort is to research the properties, assess the limitations and study the
relations among a wide range of possible items and indicators in order to develop a set of multiple
measures for use in conjunction with one another in surveys.
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